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PREFACE

Thi s document (Phase I) persents a mtigation and enhancement
plan for the Libby Dam_ hydroel ectric Pro ect. It discusses
options available to provide wildlife protection, mtigation, and
enhancenent in accordance with the Pacific Northwest Electric
Power Pl anni ng and Conservation Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-501).
The optionsfocus on mtigation forwi I dlifeandw|dlifehabitat
| osses_attributable to the construction and operation of Libby
Dam  These |osses previously were estimated from the best avail-
abl e information concerning the degree of negative and positive
w&a;cts to target wildlife species during Phase | (Yde and O sen

To determne that satisfactory mtigation will be achieved, it
was necessary to establish specific mtigation objectives and
eval uat e t he degreet owhi ch individual options wereresponsive to
those objectives, Oriteria by which mtigation neasures were
eval uated were simlar to thoSe by which wldlife and wildlife
habitat |osses were estimated (Yde and Osen 1984). They also
were eval uated according to anticipated benefits for target and
non-target species; feasi bl|lw and cost -effectiveness; con-
sistency with the Fish and Wldlife program the Council's
criteria for land acquisition, the Mntana Departnent of Fish,
Wldlife and Parks' draft mtigation policy and |ong-range
pl Cz;lmmtn_g process; and comments received during inter-agency co-
ordi nation.

~ This mtigation and enhancenent plan specifically addresses
blgi game species (white-tailed deer, mule deer and bighorn sheep),
Cbl unbi an sharp-tailed grouse, waterfow , and bal d eagles. It is
assumed nitigation and enhancement for nost of the other target
speci es i npact ed by t he Li bby Damproject wll occur as secondary
benefits. Additional study i's re%m red to devel og opportunities
Forbmtlgatlon and enhancenent to benefit grizzly bear and aquatic
urbearers.

The Libby Dam project was built to provide hydroelectric
%eneranon, flood control and related water uses EU. . Dept. Arn¥
971). Because the reservoir naust be at full-pool during part o
the year to satisfy hydroelectric demands (both on-site and
downstream, the negative inpacts to the wildlife resource as
deflnecz.by Yde and O'sen (1984) can bhe attributed to hydroelectric
generation.
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| . I NTCROUCTI CN

Li bby Damand Lake Koocanusa are | ocated in northwestern
Mont ana, 219 mi | es upstream fromthe confl uence of the Koot enai
and Colunbia Rivers and about 17 mles upstream from Libby,
Mont ana (Fllg. 1). Gahamet al. (1981) described the basin in
whi ch Lake Koocanusa is | oacted, and they described the Li bby Dam
project and its opeation.

Irz)oundment at Li bby Dambeggznln1_972; full pool was reached
by 1974. The reservair inundated 52.5 nles of habitat associated
with two rivers and 48.8 mles of habitat associated with
tributary streams withinMntana. At full pool, Lake Koocanusa
occupi es 46,500 acres of which 28,850 acres lie in Mntana. In
addition tothe28, 859acres of wldlife habitat inundated byt he
reservor, 2,000acresof habitat were lost or nodified duet ot he
rel ocated of the Burlington Northern (formerly Geat Northern)
rai |l road grade, over 2,100 acres of habitat were |ost or altered
due to construction of Hghway 37 along the east side and the
Forest Devel opnent Road al ong t he west side oft her eservoir.

The Li Camproj ect was authorized by the Hood Gntrd Act
of 1950, (Public Law'516). That act containedno consideration
for thew!ldliferesourceof the Acea. Pursuanttothe Fish and
Wldlife Coordination Act of _1958_§Publ|c aw 85-62)., an assess-
nment of the inpacts to the wildlife resources (U S Dep. Inter.
19651) was prepared. The report becane the basis for the devel_op
ment of meesures to mtigate the inpacts to the diverse wildlire
comunities which inhabited the Kootenai River Valleyprior to
construction of the Li bby Damproject. These measur es, althou%h
wel | intended, were not sufficient to fully mtigate for the
wildlife |osses and were not planned to provide mtigation for the
life of the project.

The Wat er Resour ces Devel opnent Act of 1974 (Public Law93-
251) aut horized the expendi ture of $2,000,000 for acquisition of
uptol2,000 acres of wildlife giraung lands to mitigate habitat
| osses resulting fromthe overall Libby Dam project. ~ The Mntana
Departnent of AHsh, Widife ad Parks, acting as a consultant to
the us. Arny Corps of Engineers, identified and prioritized
several parcels of suitable wildlife habitat that qualified as
wildlife repacenent lands. Druing the late 1970's three separate
parcels, totalling 2,443.81 acres, were acquired by the US. Arny
Cor ps of Engineers bef ore the$2, 000,000 was exhausted. Titlesto
t hese |ands were subse uentl)é)artransferred to the Mntana
Departnent of Fi sh, Wldlife and Parks.

The Northwest Power Planning Council, pursuant to the
Northwest Powner Act of 1980, adopted the @l unbia R ver Basin Fish
andW | dlifeProgram This Program wth funding support from
Bxrev |l ePower Administration (BPZ), directed states or ot her
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entities to assess the probable wildlife and wldlife habitat
| osses at lg/droel ectric projects in the Golunbia Rver Basin usin
existing data. Follow n%_th|s assessnment, the programrequire
t he devel opment of mtigation status reports and mtigatin and
enhancenent plans for specific projects. The program al so
indicated Council would consider approving suitable” off-site
wildlife range acquisitions as mtigation for the remaining
bal ance of 9,500 acres of | and previously authorized by Congress
but not acqui r ed.

~Inresponse to the Fish and WIdlife Programan assessnent of
wldife inpacts and a sunmary of previous mtigation related to
Li bby Damproj ect was prepared (Fese IHYde and Osen 1984). A
target species |ist was devel oped to identity the prinmary species
i npacted by the project and those of I;(Jarrlrrary concern to the
Mrtana Departnent of FHsh, Widife and Parks. Acreage of the 15
pri nmPI ehabi tattypes, 1nundated by the reservoir, were esti-
mat ed tromaeri al ‘phot ography (Tabl'e 1) (Yde and O sen 1984:13).
For each of the target species, the area of critical habitat
I npacted by the project was determned. Thereafter, it was
P033| ble to devel op qualitative and quantitative estimates of the
osses incurred by those species (Table 2) (Yde and O sen
1984:76,77). These | 0ss esti mat es provide a basi st oeval uat et he
previousw ldlife mtigation efforts, andtherebyconpletethe
mtigationstatusreport,They also provide a basis to establish
quantifi edobé ectivestobeacconplished through a prelimnary
mtigation and enhancement plan for the Libby Dam project.



Table 1. Summary of habit at pi ng units inundated by Lake
Koocanusa (Yde and O 'sen 1984).

Acres Ioundated
—_Terrestrial - Percent
Non- of
Habitat Mapping Unit  Island Island Other Total Total
Aquatic
Ri ver 3,285 3,285 11.4
Standi ng wat er 29 29 0.1
Qavel Bar 658 297 955 3.3
Gass 1,583 0 1,583 5.5
Sub-irrigated
grassl and 2,933 471 3,404 11.8
Shrubriparian 431 236 667 2.3
(ot t onwood ripari an 583 290 873 3.0
M xed riparian 2,116 395 2,511 8.7
Lpl and shrub 159 159 0.6
warm dry conifer 7,159 7,159 24. 8
Cool, dry doughs-fir 448 448 1.6
Cool , moi st dougl as- 5,143 5,143 17.8
fir
Col d, dry subal pine 60 60 0.2
conifer .
Warm m st conifer 2,149 2,149 7.4
Tal us 16 16 0.1
Devel opment s 409 409 1.4
Tot al 23, 847 1,689 3,314 28,850 100.0




Table 2. Summary of loss estimates for selected target species affected by construction of the Libby
Dam project on the Kootenai River, Montana (Yde and Olsen 1984),

_loas Eatimate
—Quantitative
Number of
Sec.os (grap! Imgacts Qualitative Animals Acres
White-tailed Deer Loss of winter range High 1,467-2,221 12,027
Mule Deer Loss of winter range : High 716 12,180
Traffic related mortaliti 200-300 -—
Loes of spring range 4,987
Bighorn Sheep Loss of winter/spring range High 78-102 4,350
Elk Loss of seasonal habitat Negligible Negligible Neglibible
Moose Loss of seasonal habitat Low 5-15 —
Railroad related mortalities 20~40 ——
Black Bear Loss of seasonal habitats; High 43 -—
foraging areas; denning sites
Grizzly Bear Loss of seasonal habitats; Low-moderate — —
Mountain Lion Loss of year-rou oundabat Moderate — ——
Loss of white-tailed deer rey base; 1,467-2,221 12,027
Loes of mule deer pr eyase
Winter range 76 12,180
Spring range — 4,987
Traffic related nortalities 200-300 —
Loss of bighorn sheep prey base 78-102 4,350
Furbearers
Beaver Logs of habitat, food source, dent High -— —_—
Muskrat Loes of habitat Moderate ——— -—
River Otter Loss of habitat Moderate 14-31 —
Mink Loss of habitat Moderate —— ——
Pine Marten Loss of habitat Moderate — -—
Lynx Loes of habitat Low —— J
Bobcat Loss of habitat Moderate — -_—




Table 2. Continued

Loss.Eatinate
——Quantjtative
Number of

Specieg (group) Impacts _Qualitative Animals Acres
Upland Gamebirds

Ruffed Grouse Loss of year-round habitat High -— =

Blue Grouse Loss of breeding and seasonal habitat Moderate ——

Spruce Grouse Loss of year-round habitat Low —

Colubian Sharp-

tailed Grouse Loss of year-round habitat Low -_ —

Waterfowl

Canada Goose Loss of breeding, nesting, and brood Moderate~high — —

Mallard rearing habitat for each species Moderate — —

Amer ican Wigeon Neqligible -— —

Wood Duck Low-moderate -— -

Barrow's Goldeneye Low -— —

Cormmon Goldeneye Moderate —— -

Harlequin Duck Low-moderate — —
Bald Eagle Loss of winter habitat Moderaig 16-19 -
Osprey Increased nesting habitat Low (positive) — -—




II. METHODS

A. CRTERA

An anal ysis of habitats inundated by Lake Koocanusa, a target
species |ist, and an assessment of probable inpacts to those
speci es were previously prepared (Yoe and A sen 1984). Sim | ar
P_rocedu_re_s were used to assess previous mtigatin efforts, etds
|ts.h mtigation objectives, and to evaluate mtigation alter-
natives.

Mtigation Obtj ectiveasand recommended alternatives also were
eval uated by the follow ng criteria:

a) Benefits to the primary target species;
b) Nmber of target species benefited;

c) Benefits to other species;

d) Peasibility and cost effectiveness;

e) Consistency with Northwest Power Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-501)
and the Northwest Pl ower Planning Council's Columbia Ri ver
Fish and Wildlife Program;

f) Consistency W t hthe Council's| and acquisitioncriteria:

g) Consistency with the Montana Department of Fish)V | dlife
and Par ks draft mitigation pol i cy (Appendix A);

h) Consistency with the Montana Department ofFish,W | dlife
and Parks long range planning process; and

i) Responsivenesstocoments receivedduring interagency
coor di nat i on.

Accordingly, mtigation alternatives were selected that
provi de opportunitiesto s nol aneousl ybenefit several species;
t 0 do so as cl ose as possi bl e to the Libby DamProject area; and
to take place on |ands managed b?; other entities for which
mtigationprojects, inplementedthrough cooperati vegreenent,
would be conpatible with current |and management policy.
Acqui sitionis specified where cooperative agreenents are not
feasible. In that circumstance, conservation easenments are
preferable to acquisition by fee-title.



B. EVALUATA NOF PREVI QUS M TI GATI ON

Previous mtigation neasures includedl andacguisitionand
habi t at mani pul atron. To estinate mtigation creditsfor acquired
lands, it was assuned tar?et speci es present on these | ands occur
in densities simlar to those estimated for the Kootenai River
Valley prior to inpoundnent (Yde and O sen 1984). A though no
"new'” animals are being produced in northwestern Mntana as a
resul t of acquisition, full mtigationcredit (bothaninal-for-
animal and acre-for-acre replacenent) was assigned for target

Speci es occupyi ng the acqu red | ands.

Habi t at mani pul ati ons were eval uated according to the
Recommended Treatnments and Successional Qurves in the Wldlife
Surveys Handbook (FSH 2609.21 R1, as anended) to determ ne ex-

ected ncreases in forage production and the expectedduration of

that increase. Individual projects that shoul d have stinul ated
i ncreased forage production were identified. The acreage of each
Pr 0j ect was reduced by a fraction equal to the anticipated dra
ion of the benefit divided by 100 years (an estimate of the
expected | i feof the Libby Damproject). Ful | credit, on an acre-
for-acre and an animal-for-aninalbasi's, then was assigned in the
amount of that val ue for each of the appropriatetarget species.

c. EVALUATION OF MTIGATION ALTERNTI VES

Mtigation objectives were determ ned by reducing the esti-
nat ed | osses of each target species by the repsectiv mtigation
credits. The overalImtigationobjective is to replace all of
the | osses of target species attributable to Libby Damproject.
Thi s shal | beacconpl i shedby intensively managi ng appropriate
| ands to increase the carrying capacity for the species, where
this potential exists.

‘Nunbers of animals present at theinitiationof amtigation
?roj ect, on lands selected for intensive rrana?ement, do not con-
tribute to replacement unless those animals are inmmnently
JEOPardI zed b%/ a conflicting land use. Rather, replacenent re-
sults from the increased carrying capacity and the associated
production of "new' aninals.

The degree to which carrying capacity can be increased is not
known. Moreover, the potential wll vary by species, present |and
use, habitat quality, and nanagenent intensity. N i ncreases nmay
be possible in some situation. For purposes of theanalysis, it
was assuned; 10 it is realistically possible to increase carrying
capacity for all target species b%/_ one-third (0.33); 2) present
densities are simlar to those estinmated for the Kootenal River
Valley prior to inpoundment: 3) replacement animals are the
difference between the present density and a density value



I ncreasedbyone-third (0.33); and 4) the and area required to
produce conpl et e repal cenent or aninal | osses on a ready.occuPled
wldife habitats, attirbutable to the Libby Damproject is cal cu-
lated using the foll ow ng equation:

X = AC(0.33)

X = Unknown number of acres to be treated
A = Number of animals lost (target species goal)
C = Current density (animals/acre)

Essentially, this fornula states that for enhancement projects
Proposed onlandsal ready occupied by target wldife species, it
|aktes 3 acres to every 1 lost to replace the nunber of animals
0S

~ Each Target species was eval uated, relative to those assunp-
tions, to determne the degree to which reasonable mtigation
measures will actually yield sufficient mtigation. Were the
paatid toinresse caryi g cgoed ty vias deanad iy a e,
alternatives entailing the protection of critical habitat (b
conservationeasement, fee-titleacquisitionor .
wer e somet i mes propsed. Were acqui sition by conservation ease-
nmentor fee-titlewas specified, full credit onanacre-for-acre
basis woul d beappliedFull credit woul d be given becasue these
| ands woul d contain high quality habitat characteristics and woul d
be protectedfrompresen, as wel |l asfuture, detrimental inpacts.



III. RESULTS

A. MITIGATION STATUS

Partial m'tigation of inpacts to wildlife and wldlife
habitat inpacts, attirbutable to the construction of the Libby Dam
project, has accrued from previous efforts to acquire land and to
manipuated wildlife habitat. ~ The Wt er Resour ces Devel opnent Act

of 1974 E)Pubhc Law 93-251) authorized the expenditure of

$2, 000, 000 for acquisition of up to 12,000 acres of wildlife
grazm lands in mtigation for the Li bby Damproject. At ot al of

,443.81 acres, in 3 separate parcels, was acquired by the US.

Arny Corps of Engineers before the $2,000,000 was exhaust ed.

Those parcels were previ ousle/ descri bed nge and dsen 1984%.
Al'so, the Kootenai National Forest, with funds provided by the
us. Arny corps of Engineers, conducted habitat nani pul atoins f or
the i nprovenent of 6,596 acres of bi gganew nter rage ad 157
acres, or 5 units, to benefit waterfow. These mtigation
measures were eval uated, according to the criteria used to esti-
nmate wildife osses, tolikew seestinate appropriate mtigation

credits (Tabl e 3, Appendix B).

1) Land Acquisition

. The DeRozier unit includes 1,417 acres. All of this acreage
IS used by nule deer in spri ng: ApProm mat el y 617 acres provi de
mul e deer wi nter ran?e and habitat for black bear, grizzly bear,
ruffed grouse, and blue gams=a  About 801 acres are potentially
suitabl'e habitat for Colunbian sharp-tailed grouse. Mtigation
credit was assigned for these species, equivalent to acres of
habitat. Credit for mountain lion was assigned on the basis of
the nule deer credit.

The Weést Kootenai Unit includes 920.12 acres of tinbered
upl and habitat and provides winter wefor white-tailed deer,
mul e deer, and noose. Full credit for 920.12 acres was assigned
for those species. Full credit also was assigned for nountain
gouse, al though the acreage is used primrily by ruffed grouse.

eéj-'tt was assigned for mountain lion on the basis of the deer
credits.

The Kootenai Falls Unit consists of 106.69 acres of floodplain
and |ower bench habitat adjacent to the Kootenai River. Full
credit for that acreage was assigned for mule deer winter and
spring range, bighorn sheep winter range, black bear habitat, and
nountain grouse habitat. Muntain lion credit was assigned on the
basi s of the mil e deer and bighorn sheep credits.

10



2. Habitat Mnipul ation

Bi g gane habitat manipulations were varied and included
| oggi ng, thinning and slashing, broadcast burni n%,b and/ or seedi ng.
In-conjnction wth the projects, the US A rps of Engineers
al so funded the Montana Deaprtment of Fi sh, Wldlite and Parks to
monitor the vegetative and wildlife responses to the treatnents.
Review of the annual nonitoring reports (Canpbell 1972, 1973;
Canpbel I and Knoche 1974; Knoche 1974; Knoche and Brown 1975)
indicated the desired results nay not have been obtai ned and the
full I|Wootent.|al of this ntigation neasure was not realized. Even
I f the desired results were achieved, after a period of tine the
areas would need to be treated again to maintain the increased
| evel of forage production. Wthout this periodic treatnent, the
production of big game forage will decrease and the benefici al
effect of the mtigation project wll be lost.

Alist of all bidg gane habitat manipulations is included in
Appendi x B.  According to the Reconmended Treatments and
Succsssional curves. neither apring broadcast burning nor thi nning
Issufficient torel easethe forest understory vegetation. There-
fore, no mtigation credit was assigned for the acres thus
t r eat ed. Thi nni n? and burning, in conbination, potentially would
stinmulate a 3-fold increase 1n foraﬁe production. To maintain
that increase, individual units should be treated an estinated 4
times over the |ife of Libby Damproject, Therefore, credit was
aSS|gned for 25 percent of the acres treated with thinning and
boar dcast bur ni ng.

Slashing and burni n? potentially yield a Sfold increase in
forage production, but 8 treatnentswoul d berequiredtomaintain
the increase. Therefore, credit was assigned for 12.5 percent of
the acres treated bysl ashi ngandt urni ng.

Atotal of 7 treatments would be required to maintain |ess
than a 2-fold increase in forage production resulting fromscari -
fication. Therefore, credit was assigned for 14 percent of the
scarified acres.

A summary of mtigation credit attributable to big gane
i nprovenents inlcuded in Table 3. Bi g game enhancement proj ects
resul tedi n601 acresof mtigation credit.

Habitat inprovenents also took place for waterfow on 157
acres representing 5 wetland areas (Appendix B). Atotalof 43
wet | and acres was credited to waterfow , noose, beaver, nuskrat
and mnk. Partial credit on the remainingll4 acres wherenest
boxes were distributed was assigned to waterfow ( Tabl e3).

11
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Table 3. Summary of estimated mitigation credits for selected target species affected by previous mitigation projects for the
Libby Dam project.

- Previous Unmitigated
——Species Impact Qualitative =~ No's Acres No's Acres %  No's  Acres %
White-tailed Deer Losg of wimer range High 1,844 12 027 148 957 8 1,69 11,070 92
Mule Deer Ioss of wintra :ange High 746 12, 180 132 2,244 18 614 9,936 82

and t rafi xtalities
Loss of spri‘_ :ange 4,987 1,524 31 3,463 69
Bighorn Sheep Loss of «» tppr ing High 90 4,350 6 311 7 84 4,339 93
range
Elk Negligible kyki
Moose Loss of seasonal habitat Low 15 9,993 1 806 8 14 9,187 92
and traffic mortalities
Black Bear Loss of seasonal habitat High 43 27,536 3 2,207 8 40 25,329 92
Grizzly Bear Loss of seasonal habitat Low/Moderate 617 2 98
Mountain Lion Loss of year long habitat Moderate 11 89
Loss of prey base
River Otter Loss of habitat Moderate 22 101.3mi ° °© 22 100
of river
Beaver. Muskrat Loss of habjtat Moderate/high 101.3 mi. 43 1 99
Mink of river
Upland Furbearers tpss of habitat Low/Moderate 25,580 2,207 9 23,373 91
Mountain Grouse Loss of habitat Low/high 19,169 2,207 12 16,962 88
Sharp-tailed Grouse Loss of habitat Low 3,917 801 20 3,116 80
Waterfowl Loss of habitat Low/high 13,307 43 1 13,264 99
Bald Eagle Loss of winter habitat Moderate 18 0 0 18 100
Improved habitat Low Posit.ive

Osprey




R. MITIGATION OBJECTIVES AND OPPORTUNITIES

1. WHITE-TAILED DEER

a) Introduction

Wite-tailed deer incurred high inpacts, associated with the
| oss of 12,027 acres of winter range and an estimated |oss of
1,944 animal s (md-range of 1,467 and 2,221). Previous mtigation
projects provided white-tailed deer benefits an 957 acres. That
mtigation was credited for 148 deer é957 acres x 0.155 deer/
acre). The unmtigated balance is 1,696 deer. Assumn carry|n9
capacity could be increased by one-third (from 0.155 to 0.20
deer/acre), intensive management woul d be required an 32,615 acres
(1,696 deer = .052 deer/acre = 32,615 acres).

b) Mitigation Objecti

-1 ncreasethe carrtubg caoacutt of northwesternhontana b
1,696 white-tailed deer by intensively managing 32,61
acres of winter range

-or-

- Acquire 11,070 acres of white-tailed deer w nter range

¢) Mtigation Aternative

~ Lake Koocanusa i nundated the najority of the white-tailed deer
winter range withinthe areainfluenced by Li bby Dam Therefore,
thrc]ev\/hl te-tt ai | ed deer obj ective cannot be acconplished by on-site
enhancenent .

In northwestern Mntana, white-tailed deer generally are
associatgd VV| t h productive, bOt t Om and f OI‘ eStS Becauseo t hat
associ ation, they are susceptible to population declines owing to
conflicting land use. During recent years, declines have been
associ ated wth hydroel ectric devel opnent, rural subdivisioins, and
i ntensi vetimbermanagemenlL  There is a realistic opportunity to
acconpl i sh the mtigation objective by devel oping and | npl enenti ng
silvicultrual prescriptions that would be nore responsive to the
habitat requirenentsof white-tailed deer t hant hosecurrent!yin
practice. In addition, these prescriptions should take place in
already productive existing white-tail ed deerw nt erranges. This
approach is preferable to the acquisition of 11,070 acres of
W nter range.

The Fish and Wldlife Program directed consideration of a

9, 500acre acquisition. However, 9,500 acres would not provide
sifficient mtigationrelativetothe white-tailed deer objective.

13



Mreover, the quality of |and, sufficient to provide substantial
increases of white-tailed deer, generally is not available in
nmanagenent si zeuni t sandsegments of thepublicare opposed to
t he acqui sitioin.

d) Recommended Alternative

It is reconmended thet a proect be estadished to devel op the
appropriate prescriptions, inplenent those prescriptions throu?h
cooperative agreenents and/or conservation easenents, and fo
reinburse participating private |andowners for reduced tinber
revenue.  Further, it is recommended an attenpt be made to
negotiate a conservation easenent wth S. Regis Pager Conpany to
devel op and i npl ement appropriate prescriptionson 32, 615 acres of
conpany owned |ands in the Fisher R ver drainage. This approach
IS responsive to the mtigation objective and the Fisher River
drai nage i s contiguous with the Libby Damproject area.

If an agreenent cannot be negotiated on St. Regis lands, it is
recormended a simlar project be attenpted el sewhere in
¥oer|thvv23tern Montana, according to the priorities displayed in
abl e 4.

e) Mitigation 2 i

The recomended project to devel op and inplement silivcul tural
Prescrlptlons, responsive to the habitat requirements of white-
ailed deer, on 32,615 acres of wnter range would be deened
sufficient mtl?atlon.for white-tailed deer |osses attributable to
Li bby Ram Alternatively, acquisition by fee-title of 11,070
acres of winter range woul'd be considered sufficient.

f) Benefits to Other Species

The recommended project to maintain white-tailed deer wnter
range al so shoul d benefit elk, noose, black bear, mountain |ion,
pi ne marten, bhobcat, rmuntaln,?rouse, and bal d ea?l e. Depending
on the project location, benefits also may accrue to mule deer,
grlzzlly bear, and aquatic furbearers. " Thisprojectal soshoul d
enefit awi devarietyof forest-dependent wildlifespecies.
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Table4. Priority of white-tailed deer winter ranges in Northwestern
Mot ana accor di ngtoa71| nabiltityfor white-tailed deer
mtigatol nproj ects.

Rank Location Owner ship Remar ks
1 Fi sher Ri ver S. Regis Paper . | mpl ement cooperative
(Chanpion Int/1.) agr eement
2 SnanRi ver AumGeek Tiner Co. Inplenent cooperative
Hathead Nat' | For est agr eenent

Dept. of Jate Lands
Snan Rvr. Sate Forest

3 scattered Dept. of State Lands | nplenmentcooperative
Parcel s agr eement

4 Thampson Chanpi on Int'[, | npl ement  cooperative
Ri ver AumQeek Ti nber Cc. agr eement

sb/ Fi sher Ri ver S . RegisPaper Cc. Acquire 11,070 acres

(Chanpion Int'l.)

6 SanRi ver PumCeek Tinber Co. Acquire 11,070 acres

7 Scattered Various Acquire 11,070 acres
Parcel s

@/ Theintent woul dbetonegotiate a cooperative agreement on
32,615 acres with anyone or a conbination of these |and
management entities.

L/ availabilitywoul dinfluencepriority
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2. MLE DER
a) Introduction

Mil e deer incurred hight inpacts, associated with the |oss of
12,180 acres of winter range and 4,987 acres of spring range,
increased highway nortalities, and an estimted |oss of 746
animals (716 lost due to loss of habitat plus annual traffic
related nortalities - 30%. Previous mtigation projects provided
muledeer benefits on 2,244 acres of winter range and 1,524 acres
of spring range. That mtigation was credited for 132 deer (12 244
acres x 0.059 deer/acre, Assunming carrying capacity could be
i ncreased by one-third (from0.059 to.079 deer/acre), intensive
managenent woul d be required on 30,700 acres of winter range (614
deer = 0.02 deer/acre = 30,700 acres).

b) Mitigation Objecti

-I'ncrease the carrying capa_citly of northwestern Mntana b
614 mule deer by intensively managing 30,700 acres o
Wi nterrange

-Or-

-Acquire9,936 acresof nul e deer wnter range

o) Mitigation Alt i

| ake Koocanusa inundated only portions of the nul e deer range
and heal thy popul ations persist adjacent to the reservoir.
Habi tats occupied by these popul ations have been influenced b
several decades of fire suppression and associated successiona
changes. As such, there is an O}Jport_umty to increase forage pro-
duction on nule deer winter/spring range through habitat
enhancenent.  Several attenpts to enhance mule deer habitat
al readyhavebeennmade; but, nost failed to accorrrJI I sh meani ngf ul
mtigation. However, a few units were either selectively tinber
harvested or slashed and afterwards treated with prescribed fire.
In these areas, the treatnent was sufficient to stimulate
I ncreased forage production and the residual stands were
sufficient to provide protection from inclenent weather.
Mor eover , these stands can bemaintained with periodic treatnent.

d) Recommended Alterpative

It isreconmended mtigationfor nule deer be acconplished
through habitat enhancenent on Kootenai National Forest |ands
adj acent to Lake Koocanusa. A ong-term habitat maintenance and
enhancerent plan shal | be devel oped for the mtigation area. This
Pl an shal |l specify the sequence of treatnents (such as selective
| mber harvest, appropriate intermediate treatments, and periodic
broadcast burns) by unit _and the frequency at which individual
units will be treated. The plan also wll specify appropriate
nmeans to denonstrate habitat maintenance and énhancement.
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| npl ementation of the mtigation and enhancement plan will be
coordinated with the Mntana Department of Fish, WIldlife and
Parks and the Kootenai National Forest. \Menever possible,
habi tat enhancement will be acconplished with schedul ed tinber
harvest and costs will be carried by the sale. However, it is
recogni zed these sales will be small and may not generate
sufficient revenue to supFort the desired post-sale treatments.
It also is recognized that it is desireable to treat many areas
that are not presently suitable for a commercial operation. TObe
sufficient mtigation, this plan would be inplemented for the life
of the project.

&0 Mitigation 2 £

Presently, there are approximately 10,500 acres of Koot enai
National Forest lands allocated to mul'e deer winter range on the
west side of Lake Koocanusa and 14,500 acres allocated to mle
deer (11,600 acres of which is also allocated to bighorn sheep) on
the east side. It is estimated that habitat treatments and
management on 25,000 acres will produce an additional 500 mule
deer (25,000 acres x 0.02 deer/acre). This measure and previous
mtigation (132 nule deer) woul dconstitute an estimated 85% of
the mtlggatlon objective. No additional projects are proposed to
rePI ace the unmtigated balance of 114 nule deer. This Bro ect
wi Il be inplenented in conjunction with the recomended bi ghorn
sheep project describedinthenext session. It is assuned that
mtigation for 3,463 acres of spring range wll accrue from
measurest 0 M@l ntai n and enhance wnter range.

Alternatively, acquistion by fee-title of 9,936 acres of nule
deer winter range woul d be deemed sufficient mtigation.

f) Bepefits to Other Species

The recomended project to enhance nule deer winter habitat
al so should benefit white-tailed deer, elk, noose, black bear,
mountain| i on, pine marten, lynx, bobcat, nountain grouse, bald
eagle, and a variety of forest-dependent wildlife species. It my
also benefit grizzly bear. \Where nule deer and bighorn sheep are
synpatric, nule deer benefits would accrue from neasures to
enhance sheep habitat.
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3. BIGHRN SHP
a) Introduction

Bi%hornsheepi,ncurredhi ghi npact s, associated with the | oss
of 4,350 acres of wnter rangeandanestimated | oss of 90 ani mal s
(md-range of 78 and 102). Previous nitigation projects provided
bi ghorn sheep benefits on 311 acres. That ‘mtigatioin vasredited
for 6 bi ghorn sheep ({90 sheep = 4,350 acres) X 311 acres).

b. Mtigation Qyective

-I'ncrease the carrying capacity of northwestern Mntana by
84 Dbighorn sheep

-Or-
- Acquire 4,039 acres of bighorn sheep winter/spring range

c) Mitigation Alt ti

Lake Koocanusa inundated only portions ofthebighorn sheep
range and a viabl e popul ation persists adjacent to the reservoir.
There are opportunities to enhance bighorn sheep habitat with
schedul ed timber harvest and prescribed fire in a manner
consistent with Brown's (1978) reconmendations. However, the
present popul ation is small and the bighorn sheep is not a
PI oneering species. Thus, the population may not respond
avorably to enhancenent efforts.

d) Recommended Alternative

~ Itisrecomrended that mtigation for highorn sheep be acconp-
lished through habitat enhancenent on 11,600 acres of Koot enai
National Forest lands allocated to both nule deer and bighorn
sheep on the east side of the reservoir. A long-term habitat
mai ntenance and enhancenent plan shall be devel oped for the mti-
gation area. This plan wllspecifythe sequence of treatnents
and the freguencgatv\m ch individual acres wll be maintained.
Treatnents wll be prescribed specifically to benefit bighorn
sheep, and it wll be assumedbenefits al'so wllaccrueto mule
deer on teh 11,600 acres allocated to both mule deer and bighorn
Shgep- Generally, the plan will feature scheduled tinber harvest
and ‘prescribed fire. Certain acres, especially spring range, also
may require seeding of desirable grass and forb species, fertili-
zation, and irrigation. The plan also will specify appropriate
meanst odenonstrate habitat naintenance and enhancenent is being
acconpl i shed. Because of the precarious position of the Ural-
Tweed Sheep herd, the plan will include neasures to nonitor the
popul ation ‘and its response to habitat enhancement. It also wll
provide a cont|ngenc¥ for sheep transplants to this area in the
event the present popul ation continues to decline. |nplenentation
of the mtigation and enhancenent plan will be coordinated with
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the Montana Departnent of Fish, Wldlife and Parks and the
Koot enai Ntiael Forest. To be sufficient mtigation, this plan
shal | be inplenented for the [ife of the project.

e) Mitication 2 £

A project to maintain and enhance bighorn sheep habitat on
11,600 acr es of O_CCUPI ed habitat adjacent tofake Koocanusashal |
be deenmed sufficient mtigation for sheep |osses attributable to
Li bby Dam Alternatively, acquisition of 4,039 acres of bighorn
sheep habitat shal | be considered sufficient.

f) Benefits to Other Species

“The recommended prg ect to nai ntal n and enhance bi gharn sheep
habi tat al so shoul d benefit mul e deer, el k, bl ack bear, mountain
l'iar, pinemarten, | ynx, bobcat, mountain grouse, bal deagle, and
avariety of other wildlifespecies.
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4, ELK
a) Introduction
Bk incurred negligible inpacts attributable to Libby Dam
BrOJect and there iS no mtigation objective for the species.
revi ous n1t|?at|on projects provided el k benefits on 373 acres

that accrued from habitat manipualtions and mnor benefits that
accrued fromland acquisition

b) Mitication Obiecti
None.
¢) Mtigation Aternatives

It is probable benefits to elk will accrue from projects for
other hig game speci es.

d) Recommended Alternatives
None.

o) Mitigation 2 ti

I'tisrecommended elk henefits be credited to the unmtigated
portion of the nule deer objective.

f) Benefits to Other Species
None.
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5. MOCSE

a Inradcio

Moose incurred | awinpacts, associ at edw th tthe |oss of 9,993
acres of seasonal habitat, increased highway nortality, and an
estimated loss of 15 animals. Previous mtigation projects
provi ded moose benefits on 806 acres. That mtigation was
credited for 1 moose ({15 moose = 9,993 acres) x 806 acres).

b) Mitigation Obiecti

-Increase the carrying capacity of northwestern Mntana by
14 moose

-or-
- Acqurie 9,187 acres of nmmose habitat
¢c0 Mtigatin Aternatives
It is probable benefits to moose will accrue from projects for

other species and those benefits will exceed the mtigation
obj ecti ve.

@) Recomended Alterpative
None.
e) Mtigation Accounting
e consi G Sl G &1t It) Oob ) o 100, Toise. NSt Bengfi 18, 10

excess of 14ani mal s, shal [ be credited to the unmtigated bal ance
for mul e deer.

f) Bepefits to Other Species
None.
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7. (RIZZLY BEAR

a0 IntrodLctaan

Gizzly bear incurred |owto noderate | osses associated with
the loss of seasonal habitat. Losses could not be quantifjed
because pre-inpoundnment information on density and distribution
was |acking. Previous mt|%at|on projects provided grizzly bear
benefits on 617 acres. That mtigation was credited for 2%
replacenent of grizzly bear habitat (assumng the 27,536 acres of
bl'ack bear habitat were also utilized by grizzly bear).

b) Mitigation Obiecti

-Increase the carrying capacity of northwestern Mntana by
numbers of grizzly bear equivalent to losses attributable
to Li bby Dam

-Or-
- Acquire 26,919 acres of grizzly bear habitat

c) Mitigation Alt £

Al'though a mtigation ob|ect|ve (numbers of bears) could not
be quantified, it is desireable to replace the | osses attributable
to Libby Dam This is especially so because the grizzly bear is
classified as a threatened species in Mntana (Endangered Species
Act, 1973). The project to assess wildlife Inpacts related to
Li bby Dam was intentionally general in scope. Because the grizzly
bear is a sensitive species and little information is known about
grizzlies in this portion of Mntana, specific mtigation
opportuni ties have not been identified.

d) Recommended Alternative

It is reconmended a project be devel oped to further eval uate
gr|zz.I|y. bear |osses associated with Libby Dam and to identify
speci fic areas where bear nanagement coul dbe considered mti-
?auon.for those |osses. This project shall be conpatible with
he Grizzly Bear Recovery Plans and ongoing grizzly projects in
t he Cabi net - Yaak and Nor t her n Cont i nental Di vi de ecosyst ens.

) Mitication 2 i

~ Inplementation of a project to assess grizzly bear |osses and
identify mtigation opportunities and effective inplementation of
appropriate recommendations which result from that project shall
be deemed sufficient mtigation for grizzly bear |osses
attributabl e to Libby Dam.
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7. GRIZZLY BEAR

a) Introduction

Gizzly bear incurred|owto naderate | ossesassoci ated with
the loss of seasonal habitat. Losses could not be quantified
because pre-inpoundment information on density and distribution
was lacking. Previous mitigation projects provided grizzly bear
benefits on 617 acres. That mitigation was credited for 2%
replacenent of grizzly bear habitat (assumng the 27,536 acres of
bl ack bear habitat were also utilized by grizzly bear).

b) Mitigation Obiecti

-I'ncrease the carryi ng capacity of northwestern Mntana by
nunbers of grizzl'y bear equivalent to |osses attributable
to Li bby Dam

-or-
- AU re26,919 acres of grizzly bear habitat
c) Mtigation Alternatives

Athough a mtigation objective (nunbers of bears) coul d not
be quantifred, it i's desirable to replace the |osses ‘attributable
to Libby Dam This is especially so because thedgr|zz|y bear is
classified as a threatened speciés in Mntana (Endangered Species
Act, 1973). The project to assess wildlife Inpacts related to
Li bby Damwas i ntentional |y general in SCOPG- Because l[<he rizzl
bear 'is a sensitive speciés and little information is lnowq aéou
grizzlies in this portion of Mntana, specific mtigation
opportunities have not been identified.

d) Recommended Alternative
I s recommended a project be devel oped to further eval uat

't e
grizzly bear |osses associated with Libby Dam and to identify
Specific areas where bear managenentcoul dbeconsidered mti-
?anon_for those losses. This project shall be conpatiblewith
he Gizzly Rear Recovery Plans and on%n ng grizzly projects in
the Cabi net- Yaakand Northern Gontinental Di vi deecosyst ens.

&) Mtigation Accounting

. Inplementation of a project to assess grjzzly bear |osses and
identify mtigation opEo_rtunltl_esandeffect | veinplementationof
grrgraate recamarce i ons whi ch resul t fromthat BYOJ ect shal |
be deemed sufficient mtigation for grizzly bear |osses

attributable to Libby Dam
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f) Benefits to Ot her Species

A project to assess ?rlzzly bear |osses and identify mti-
ation alternatives shoul dal soprovide benefits to black bear.
npl ementation of s?em fic measures to benefit grizzly bear could
benefit a variety of forest-dependen wildlife species.
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8. MOUNTA NLI ON

a) Introduction

Muntain lionincurred moderate | osses associatedwiththe
| oss of year |onghabitatanda reductionofbi ggameanimals in
the prey base. Mountainlion | 0sses were quantified in terns of
reductioninthe prey base: therefore, the quantified objectives
for whit-taileddeéer, nuledeer, and bi ghonr sheeip al so include
obj ectives for mountainlion.

b) Mitigation Objecti

- Increase the prey base available to mountain lion by 1,696
white-tailed deer, 614 mul e deer, and 84 bi ?hornsheepand
thereby increase the carrying capacity of northwestern
Montana by nunbers of mountain |ion equivalent to |osses
attributable to Libby Dam

c) Mitigation Al i

It is probable the proposed projects for white-tailed deer,
mul e deer, and bighorn sheep will provide mtigation for mantain
lion. Because nountain lions are extremely territorial, nove
extensively over Iarﬂehome ranges, and are present at very |ow
densities, "habitat enhancement for prey species nust occur over a
very large areatoeffectivelymtigatefor mntainlionl osses.

d) Recommended Alternative
None
e) Mtigatin Accounting
~ An estimated 11% of the nountain lion objective was accom
?Ilshed by previous mtléqatlon projects. It is further estimated
hat those neasures and the proposed big %ama proj ects woul d
constitute 96%of the mtigation objective. The bal ance vau dbe

provided by expected increases in elk, therefore, noadditional
measures are proposed for mantain |ion.

f) Benefits to Other Species
None
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9. RIVER OTTER
a) Introduction

River otter incurrednoderate | osses associ atedw ththe | oss
of 10.3 mles of riverine habitat and an estinated |oss of 22
animals (md-range of 14 and 31). None of the previousmtigation
projects provided benefits to river otter

b) Mitication Obiecti

-Increase the carrying capacity of northwestern Montanaby
22 river otter

-Or-
- Acquire 101.3 nmiles of riverine habitat

¢) Mitigation Alt .

It is probable river otter |osses cannot bhe replaced through
realistic projects to enhance habitat. As an alternative to
replacement, ‘it would be desirable to protect river otter from
future losses associated with hydroelectric and other economc
devel opnents.  Habitat requirements of river otter are nore
sPeC|f|c than those of other species considered in the evaluation
of effects associated with Libby Dam It was not possible to
adequatel y consider this species in a general assessnent.

d) Recommended Alternative

It is recommended a project be inplemented to determne the
current status and distribution of river otter in northwestern
Montana, to identify critical river otter habitat, to evaluate
habitats for potential reintroduction, and to identify
opportunities for mtigation. It also is reconmended this project
be developed to provide mtigation for river otter |osses
ﬁét{|butab etothe other hydroelectric facilities innorthwestern

ntana.

0 Mitigation 2 £

| mpl enentation of a project to determne the current status

and distribution of river otter and inplementation of appropriate

recommendations which result fronthatprojectshallbe deened

BgfflClent mtigation for river otter |osses attributable to Libby
m

f) Bepefits to Other Species
A(fr%ject to determne the current status of river otter
shoul d a

so provide benefits to other aquatic furbearers.
| mpl enentation of specific measures to benefit river otter also
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shoul d benefit black bear, bald eagles and a variety of species
t hat are dependent on forested riparian habitats.
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10. FURBEARERS ( AQUATI C SPEQ ES)
a) Introduction
Beaver, nuskrat, and mnk incurrednoderatetohi ghl osses,

associated with the loss of 101.3 mles of riverine habitat.
Nunbers of aninals |ost could not be determ ned.

b) Mitication Objecti
Increase the carrying capacity of aquatic habitats in
nort hwest ern Montana P/ number§ of beaver, nuskrat, and

e

m nk by nunber s equibalent to | ossesattributable to Libby
Dam

-Or-
- Acquire 101.3 miles riverine habitat
¢) Mitigation Alt i

The proposed projects for river otter and waterfow should
benefit aquaticfurbearers.

d) Recommended Alterpative

It isrecoraddthe river otter project include an objective
toidentify mtigation opportunities for other aquatic furbeareres.

) Mitigatian 2 i
| npl ementation of the proposed river otter and waterfow

projects shall be deened sufficient mtigation for aquatic
furbeareer | osses attributabletoLibby Dam

f) Benefits to Other Species

None.
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11. FURBEARERS (UPLAND SPECIES)
a) Introduction
Pine marten, lynx, and bobcat incurred low to moderate losses

whi ch were associated wth the oss of 25 500 acres of year |ong
habitat. Numbers of animals lost could not be deternined.

Previous mtigation prog ects provided benefits to upland
furbearers, primarily bobcat, on 2,207 acres.

b) Mitication Obiecti
-Increase the carrying capacity of northwestern Mntana by
nunbers of pine marten, lynx, and bobcat equivalent to
| osses attributabl etolLibby Dam
-Or-
- Acqurie 23,293 acres of upland furbearere habit at
¢ Mitigation Alt i
It is probabl e benefits to pine narten, |ynx and bobcat will
accrue fromprojects to benefit hig ganme species. As with the

ot her carnivores, to beeffectivemtigation, habitat enhancenent
mist occur overal arge area.

d) Recommended Alternative
None .
¢) Mitigation 2 £
The recomnmended proj ects for white-tailed deer, nule deer, and

bi ghorn sheep shall "be deened sufficient mtigation for pine
nmarten, |ynx, and bobcat |osses attributable to Libby Dam

f) Benefit to Other Species
None.
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12. MOUNTAIN GROUSE
a) Introduction

Ruffed grouse, bl ue grouse, and spruce grouse incurred high,
moderate, and | ow | osses, respectively, associ ated wi th the |oss
of 19, 169 acres of year logn habitat. Numbers of birds |ost coul d
not be deternmned. Frevious mitigation prgects provided nountain
grouse benefitson 2,207 acres.

b) Mitigation Objecti
-l ncrease the carrying capaci ty of northwestern Mntana by
numbers of ruffed grouse, blue grouse, and spruce grouse
equi val ent to | osses attributable to Li bby Dam
-Or-
- Acquire 16,962 acres of montai n grouse habit at
C) ll.I . I 3 E]| l .

It is probablethatbenefitstomuntaingrouse will accrue
fromprojects to benefit big gane species.

d) Recommended Alternative
NOM

e) Mitigation 2 i

~ The recomended projects for white-tailed deer, nule deer, and

bi ghorn sheep shall” be deemed sufficient mtigation for ruffed
_rggse, blue grouse, and spruce grouse losses attributable to
i bby mm

f) Benefits to Other Species
None.

30



13. COLOMBIAN SHARP-TAILED GROUSE
a) Introduction

~ (oluman sharp-tailed grouse incurred | ow | osses assoi ci at ed

with the [oss of 3,917 acres of year long habitat. Numbers of
birds lost could not be determned. Prevous mitigation projects
provi ded sharp-tailed grouse benefits on 801 acres.

The current range of Col umbian sharp-tailed grouse in
northwest Mntana 1s fragmented due to |imted habitat
availability and habitat |osses associated with agriculture and
subdi vision.” The Toabcco Valley in the vicinity of Lake Koocanusa
still supports aremant Col unbia Sharp-tail popul ation. This
population, however, | S threatened by further habitat | osses ad
alternations. @hlw.a portionof the'sharp-tail's habitat has been
protectedby previousl andacquisitions.

b) Mitigation Obiecti

-l ncrease the carrying capacity of northwestern Montanaby
nunbers of Colunbian sharp-tailed grouse equivalent to
| osses attibutabl e to Libby Dam

-Or-

- Acquire and enhance 3,116 acres of Colunbian sharp-tailed
grousehabi t at .

c) Mitication Alt £

Although the loss estimate for sharptails was low, it is of
concern because only a remmant popul ation renains in northwestern
Mont ana. That\BFopuI ation occupies a restricted habitat in the
Tobacco R ver ley and sub-division of those lands is i nm nent.

d) Recommended Alternatives

It is recommended that both habitat protection (on
3,116 acres) and enhancenent take place in the Tobacco Valley.
Ehnancenent woul d i ncl ude control | ed grazing, precription burni
and desireable shrub planting. Protection could occur throug
cooperative managmetn agreenents on state |ands and conservtion
easenents for private |ands.

e) Mitigation 2 ti

Acquisition and enhancement on 3,116 acres shall be deemed
sufficient mtigation for Colunmbian sharp-tailed grouse |osses
attributable to Li bby Dam

f) Benefits to Other Specieg
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Acqui sition woul d benefit nongame species indigenous to
grassland habitat. Dependingon |ocation, acquisition also could
provide spring range for deer and el k.
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14. WATERFOML
a) Introductian

Vdterfow incurred [owto high | osses, depending on individual
KFECI es, associated with the loss of 13,307 acres of habitat.
unbers of birds lost could not be determned. Previous
mtigation projects proviedewat erfow benefitson66acres.

b) Mitigation Objecti

-1 ncreasethe carr%/i ng capacity of northwestern Mntana by
nunber s of waterfow equivalent to |ossesattributable to

Li by Cam
-or-
Acquired, 326acresof prime wetland habitat
¢) Mtigation Aternatives

The best opportunities for mtigating waterfow |osses,
attributable to Libby Dam and also making substantial contri-
butions to the breeding and mgrating waterfow population in
northwestern Mintana, woul d be to acquire prine wetlands in the
waper_ Fl at head val | ey that conpliment existing U S. Fish and

I'dlife Service projects. Cenerally, wetlands in the Flathead
Val ey are nore productive for waterfow than those inpounded by
Libby "Dam Thus, the mtigation objective could be gcconplished
on fewer acres than those inpacted by the Libby Damproject. This
appraoach provides the opportunity to inpl enent a Bro ect that
Si nmltaneousI%aacconp)Ilshes wat erfow objectives for Li bby Damand
Hingry. Hor se Dam

d) Recommended Alternative

It ISI’E!ZDTB’dEEI 4, 326 acres of prime wetl'ands be .acquired,
by  conservation easenent or fee-title. Potential project areas
are| identified in Table 5, however, this list is not all
I ncl usi ve.

Acqui sition and in&gl enentation of _apﬂropriate habitat en-
hancenent shal | be coordinated wtht heFi shand wildlifeService
and the Mntana Departnent of Fish, Wildife and Parks.

e) Mtigation Accounting

Waterfow habitats, inundated bY' LakeKoocanusa, were rated
according to an estimate of potential value to waterfow and
asslﬁ;n,ed to one of three categories (low, nedium or high).
V\é|% ting factors of 2,5 or 10 were assigned respectively to each
of those categories. The acreage of each habitat mapping unit
(Yoe and O sen 1984) was multiplied by the cooresponding weighting
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Table 5. Potential locations and approximate acreages of waterfow nitigation
projects in Platbead Valley.
Appr oxi mat e
Hetland Name/Area Deacription Township BRange Section(s) —Acreages
Pot hol es northwest of
Kal i spel | Grop of potholes 29N 22w 14,15,22 472
Morning Sl ough PO hoels at bse of 298 20w 3 120
n Range 308 20w 34
Wet | ands West and Smal | wetl and 298 22w 33 35
Nort hwest of Kalisspell Dr ai ned pot hol e 28N 22w 3,4 75
McVeénneger Sl ough Oxbow Lake 29N 20w 31,32 420
288 20w 6
28N 21w 1
Fai rvi ew Marsh barge pothole 29N 20w 28,29,32,33 520
ad Steel Bridge Remmant M sh 28N 21w 11 125
Eagan Sl ogh Oxbow Lake 28N 20w 17-20,30 800
Church Sl ough Oxbow Lake 28N 20w 31 400
21w 36
Robocker Ponds Oxbow Ponds 28N 20w 29 120
Rodgeson Pond Pot hol e 28N 20w 33 165
27N 20w 4
Patrick creek Sl ough O eek, Marsh, Sl ogh 278 21w 3,10,11,15 330
Unknown Sl ough Remmant S| ough 27N 21,20 1, 6 140
Cooper' s Sl ough ad Slougb 27N 21w 13,14 300
Bet hel pot hol es Pot hol es 278 20w 6, 7,18 240
21w 12 60
Unknown S| ough ad Slough 278 20W 5 7, 8,18 360
Cat Bay Wetland barge Narab 23N 20w 3,10 200
(West Side Flathead Lake)
Sandsmark SPA )
Addi tions (N ndepiee
National WIdlife Refuge) Pot hol es 19N 20w 16 160
Pl at head WPA Expansion Wt | ands 27N 20w 19,20,21,28,
30 2,000
Fl at head WPA Speci al 19,20,21,28,
Projects Enhancenent 278 20w 30 100
Bat avi a WWPA Expansi on Wt | ands/ bay meadows 28N 22w 16,20,21,29 500
Bat avia wpA Speci al
Projects Enhancement 28N 2m 16,20,21,29 200
Smith Lake Expansion Wt | ands/ bay neadows 278 22w 4,8,9,17,18 1,490
Smth Lake Special Projects  Enhancement 278 22w 4,8,9,17,18 1,000
Swgn River Expansi on Wt | ands 25N 18w 22,23,26,27
34.35 2,000
svan Ri ver Speci al
Projects Enhancement 25N 18w 22,23,26,27 500
34.35
TOTAL 12, 260

34



factor todetermnea "oint" val ue for each habitat rragpi n9 unit.
"Point" values for all amounts were summed and the 13,307 acres
thus was converted t o an objective of 43,919 "points".

Previous m tigatinincluded 43 acres of habitat enhancement
that was rated as high value (430 points) and erection of nest
structures on 114 acres that was rated as | ow val ue (228 poi nt SZ)'
The m tigation objective therefore becane 43,261 "points" 543, 91
658=43,261). Assuming that habitats acquired for waterfow
mtigation would be héé;h quality (weight value of 10), that
obj ective represents 4,326 acres of prime wetland habitat.

Credits would be appliedonanacre for acrebasis for [ands
acqui red by conservation easenent or fee-title acquisition,
Credits for enhancenentwoul dbeappliedona 3 to 1 basis using
t he enhancenent obj ective described i n Methods Section (I1.8B.).

f) Benefits to Other Species

V¢t | and acqui sition shoul d benefit beaver, nuskrat, m nk, bal d
eagle, osprey, and a variety of nongane speci es dependent on
aquatic and riparian habitats. Depending on |ocation, wetland
acc}w sitions al so may benefit whtie-tailed deer, river otter, and
ruffedgrouse.
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15. BALD EAGLE

a) Introduction

Bald eagles incurred noderate |osses, associated with an
estimated reduction of 18 birds in the wntering popul ation.
Previous mtigation projects provided no benefits for bald eagles.

b) Mitigation Objecti

-Maintain and enhance bal d eagle nesting habitat associated
wi t h Lake Koocanusa.

¢) Mitigation Alf i

~ The northern bald eagle is an endang7ered species within the
United States (Endangered Species Act, 1973). It is presuned that

effective mtigation for big game species also w |l enhance bal d

eagle winter habitat due to Increases in carrion. Mtigation

measures to enhance the fishery in Lake Koocanusa also should

benefit bald eagles, but that food source would not be available

when the reservoir is frozen, Eagles also should benefit from

mtigation measures for aquatic furbearers. Mtigation for wnter

| osses is desirable, but neasures toenhancenestinghabitatwcul d
be nore conpatible wth otg ectives to attain a recovered hal d eagle
popul ation. Bald eagles do not readily use artificial nest struc-
tures, but ospreys do (Oendorff etal.1980). Thus, it would be
appropriate to protect existing nest trees, tall snags, and live
trees within several hundred yards of Lake Koocanusa, and to
| npl ement tinber management dpre.scr|_pt|0.ns that would ensure the
continued presence and broad distribution of suitable nest and
Perch trees on the reservoir margin.

d Recommended Alternative

It is recommended that a project be developed to delineate
occupi ed nesting territories and nest trees, identify potential
nesting territories, and develop aBproprlate silvicul tural
prescriptions to maintain and enhance bal d eagle nesting habitat
on Lake Koocanusa. This project shall be coordinated with the
Koot enai National Forest, US. Arny Corps of Engineers, the US.
Fish and Wldlife Service, and the Mntana Departnent of Fish,
Wldlife and Parks and Mntana Bal d Eagl e Wrking G oup.

e) Mtigation Accounting’
| npl enentation of the recommended project shall be deemed

sufficient mtigation for bald eagle |osses attributable to Libby
mm
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f) Benefits to Other Species

A project to maintain and enhance bal d eag es nesti ng habi t at
also should benefit osprey and a vari ety of d d-groah dependent
species.
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16. OSPREY

| npoundnent of Lake Koocanusa provided mnor benefits to
osprey, and it is probable that osprey also w |l benefit from
proj ects to benefit other species. her'e is no mtigation objec-
tive for osprey and no projects are reconmended.
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C. MITIGATION PLAN
1. RANKING OF RECOMMENDED PROJECTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION

To set guidelines for project prioritization and initiation,
projects were ranked using an estinated percent mtigatin credit
whi ch each speci es (gllroup shoul d receive from each recomended
project (Table 6). These estimtes were based on the acreages
recommended fortreatnent and/or enhancenen and on acr eages al -
ready acquired for mti Patmn (previous mtigation). The val ues
in Table 6 were thennul'tipliedbyt he%ualltatlve | mpact | evel
%I ven t o each speci eségroup_) during Phase | (Mindi nger and Yde
1984). Hghly inpacted species were weighted as 3, noderately
I npact ed speci es were wei ghed as 2 and | ow i npact ed speci es as 1.
Averages of the qualitative inpacts for species were used for
species groups. sulting products for each project were sumred
and the percent contribution of each project tothe overall mti-
gation effort calculated (Table7). An illustration of the per-
(_:entF_contrl bémon of each project tooverall mtigationis shown
in Figure 2.

Projects were then ranked in the basis of their contribution
to overall mitigation. Anexception was made for the Col unbian
Sharp-tail ed Gouse pro ect which was ranked i n the second group
rather than third because the remaining habitat for this species
is threatened. [f action is not taken soon, the existing _oi)i)or-
tunities for sharp-tail habitat acquisition or protection wll be
gone. Time-frames for project initiation were recomrended for
each project as follows:

Initiation
Ti ne- Frane
Rioity Project _(years)
1.1 VWtie-tailed deer 0-3
1.2 Bi ghorn Shee _ 0-3
1.3 River Qter/Agquatic
Fur bear er 0-3
2.1 Mul e Deer _ 0-5
2.2 Col unbi a Sharp-tail ed
G ouse 0-5
2.3 Vit er f ow 0-5
3.1 Bal d Eagl e 0-10
3.2 Gizzly Bear 0-10
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0)7

Table 6. Mitigation accounting, expressed as a percent of mitigatjon objectives,

for projects included in the proposed mitigation plan.

~—Species

Previous
Miti

White-tajled deer
ule Deer

Bighorn Sheep
Moose

Black Bear
Grizzly Bear
Mountain Lion
River Otter
Aquatic Furbearers
Upland Purbearers
Montana Grouse

Colurbian Sharp-tailed
Grouse

Waterfowl
Bald Eagle

18

12
20

White-tajled
Deer

92

93
39

52

Mule
Deer

36

16

19

21
20

)|
93

14

16

18
18

Bighorn Grizzly River
Sheep Bear Otter

16 4
98

100

66

Sharp-tailed
Grouse

80

3
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Table 7. Derivation of the percent contribution of each project to the overall Libby mitigation project.

Qualitative White-tailed Mule Bighorn Grizzly River Sharp-tailed
Loss Prt _ Dee : Sheep t u: G Waterfowl 1
white-tailed deer 3,00 0.24 2.76 3,00
Mule Deer 3.00 0.54 1.08 0.93 2.55
Bighorn Sheep 3,0 0.21 2.7 3,00
Moose 1.00 0.07 0.93 1,00
Black Bear 3.0 0.21 1.17 0.48 0.42 0.48 0.12 2.88
Grizsly Bear 1.50 0.03 1.47 1.50
Mountain Lion 2,00 0.22 1.0 0.38 0.32 1.92
River Otter 2,00 2.0 2.00
Auatic Purbearers 2.28 0.02 1.48 0.7% 2,28
Upland Putbearers 1.70 0.1% 0.88 0.31 1.70
Montana Grouse 2.00 0.20 1.0 0.40 0.40 2,00
Columbian Sharp-tailed 1.0 0.20 0.80 1,00
Grouse

Waterfowl 1.8 0.02 1.48 1.50
Bald Fagle 2.° 2.0 2,00
TOTAL 2.11 394 23 547 135 360 0.80 3.3 2.0 2.0
§ Mitigation Plan 7 27 9 18 7 13 3 8 7 100




Previous

White-talled

Deer
27

Big Horn Sheep
18

Fig. 2. Mitigation accounting, expressed as a percent of the
overall mitigation objective, for projects included in
the proposed mitigation plan.
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2. ESTIMATED QOSTS

Costs for each recommendedprojecthave bheen estimated and
del ineated using 2 formats. In Table 8, costs per project are
presented by 4 phases or categories: advance design,
| mpl enentatin, maintenance, andnmonitoring. The advance desing
stage entails project design, plan devel opnent, and i nteragency
coodi nation. Inplementationreferstotheinitial onrthe
habitat treatnents, acqui sitions, or research/ mnagement projects.
Mai nt enance apgl les tothose ﬁ,r 0j ects requirein reHoeaﬁt_ed habi tﬂt
treatments (rollowng the initial ones(i over the life of the
proj ect. inally, mnonitorin encorrPasses the periodic
nmeasurenments or assessments of project success nade after
i npl ementation and/or maintenance procedures are conpleted.
Justifications for project costsaregivenin Appendix C

In Table 9, estimated costs for each project on an annual
basis are presented. These estimates follow the recomrended
staggered inplenmentation schedul es and include the appropriate
costs for that year. Costs for the first 10 to 25 years primarily
include the advance desi ?n and inplenentation costs. costs
delineated after year 25ref er to mai ntenance and nonitoring. For
more information, refer to Appendix C

3. Conparison_of Estimted Project Costs to Atlernatives

~ The recomended mtigation projects were sel ected by using the
criteria described in the Methods Section. These criteria
enphasi zed sel ecting enhancenent C9{01 ects in preference to fee-
title acquisition projects. e principal reason for this
preference was the high cost associated with |and acquisition. As
shown in Table 10, the estimated costs of fee-title acquisition
for each mtigation project are significantly greater than the
estimated costs for recommended projects described in this report.
To mtigate wildlife inpacts through habitat acquisition, the
elxtpectteld costs could be 2 to 3 times the costs using ot her
al ternatives.
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Table 8. Estimated costs (1984 dollars), by total and category, fox
recomended nitigationprojectsfartheLibby hydroel ectricproject,

Mont ana.
Total
Advanced _ . o Esti nat ed
Project Design | npl enent ation Mai nt enance Mbnitoring Cost
mte-tailed
Deer 400, 000 1, 875,000 5,625,000 475,000 8,375,000
Mil e Deer 200, 000 875, 000 2,625,000 475,000 4,275,000
Bighorn Sheep 300, 000 843, 750 1,631,250 485,808 3,260,000
Gizzly Rear 240, 000 250, 000 490, 000
River otter
& Aguatic
Furbearers 315,000 250, 000 565, 000
Col um ban 58, 000 2,000,000 2,050,000
Sharp-tailed or or
Grouse 50, 000 3,116,000*1 3,166,060
Wt er f owl 2,703,750 2,703,750
or %2 or
10,815,000 10,815,000

BildEde 240, 000 240,000

21,858,750 t O 31,086,060

*1  Lowestimte assune 100%acqui red by conservation easenent at
$624/ ac; hi gh esti mat e assuens 100% conservation easenetn at $1, 00/ ac

*2 Low estimate assunes 100%ac(3)%161i red by conservation easement at $625/ac;
high esti mat e assuens 100% ee-t1 t1 e acquisitionat $2, 500 ac
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Table 9. Estimated annual budget to inpl enent the Li bby nitigation pl an.

Wiite-tailed Mle Bighorn Qizzly Sharp-tailed Bald

Year Deer Deer Sep Bear G ouse Waterfow Eagle Otter Total
1 80,000 50,000 125,000 30,000 285, 000
2 80,000 100,000 125,000 30,000 335,000
3 160,000 100,000 125,000 50,000 30,000 465,000
4 160,000 100,000 225,000 300,000 30,000 815, 000
5 160,000 100,000 32,500 700,000 30,000 1,022,500
6 85,000 41,500 32,500 80,000 500, 000 30,000 50, 000 80,000 899,000
7 85,000 41,500 32,500 80,000 500,000 30,000 50,000 80, 000 899, 000
8 85,000 41,500 32,500 80,000 30,000 70, 000 80,000 419,000
9 85,000 41,500 32,500 62,500 30,000 70,000 62,500 384,000
10 85,000 41,500 32,500 62,500 30,000 62,500 394,500
11 85,000 41,500 32,500 62,500 30,000 62,500 394,000
12-25 85,000 41,500 32,500 62,500 30,000 62,500 314,000
25-100 85,000 40,000 32,500 30,000 187, 500
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Table 10. Gonparison of estinated costs to inpl enent each Libby
mtigation project as recomended or as a feetitle
acquistion alternative

Fee-Title Acquisition

. Recommended Cost Total
Proj ect Cost Acres (8)/Acre Cost($)
Wite-tailed

Deer 8,375,000 11,070 1,500 16,605,000
Mil e Deer 4,275,000 5,897°1 1,500 8,845,500
B ghorn Sheep 3,260,000 4,039 1,500 6,058,500
Grizzly Bear 490,000 - - — 490,000"
River Qter 565,000 3,636°% 2,000 7,293,600
Gl . Sharp-

tailed G ouse 2,050,000 3,116 1,000 3,116,000
\iat er f owl 2,703,750 4,326 2,500 10,815,000
TOTAL 21,958,750 53,223,600

"l This cost estinate accounts for overlap with Bighorn Sheep
pr 0j ect

"2 Used 101.3 river mles x 300 foot buffer to get acres of river
mle (36 acres per river mle)
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V. SIMARY

~ This report describes the proposed mtigation plan for
wildlife losses attributable to the construction of the Libby
hydroelectric project. The report (Phase Il) follows and relates
to the specific target wildlite species |0ss estinmates made in a
previous report, | (Yde and O sen 1984).

In this report, mtigation o?j ectives andalternatives, the
recommended mtigationprojects, andthecreditingsystemfor each
project are descri by each target species.(orgroup).

Qiteria were used to eval uate mtigation alternatives adto
select a recommended project. These criteria included: 1) the
nunber and kinds of species (or species %roups) benefitted by an
alternative; 2) consistency withthe Northwest Power Act of 1980,
the Northwest Power Planning Councils' Columbia River Fish and
Wldlife Programand draft criteria for Iand acquisition; 3)
consistency wth the MDFWP mtigation gui | del i nes (Appendix A); and
4) theresul t sof interagency coordination.

For all target species, theoverall mtigtionobjectivewas
to replacethel osses, either the numbers of -animalsor acres of
key habitats lost. Mtigationobjectivesfor eachspecies (d%roup)
were established based on the [oss estinates buttailoredto the
recomended proj ects. Depending on the nature of the recomended
project, a mtigation accounting or crediting system was then
devel oped.

The report describes previous mtigation that has already
taken place for wildlife; it also describes 8 recomended
m tigationprojectsadesgetio conplete total wldlife mtigation.
The 8 projects are:

1) white-tailed Deer winter range management

2) Mule Deer winter range enhancement

3) Bighorn Sheep winter/spring range enhancement

4) Grizzly Bear management

5) River Otter and Aquatic Furbearer management

6) Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse habitat acquisition

7) \aterfow (wetland)habitat acquisition

8) Bald Eagle breeding habitat management
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~ Each of these 8 projects was desigedto nmeet the mtigation
oblhecuve for that particular species or species group as well as
other target species wherever possible. Therefore, when all
projects are cnbined, the _mtlgat!on lan wi || mtigate |ossesfor
al | target species identified during Phase |(Yde and Q sen, 1984).

To facilitate inplenentation, the recomrended projects were
ranked according to teh contribution that each project wll nake to
the overal| mtigation goal (Tables 6and 70.

| npl ementation schedul es were then assigned to each project.
The resulting project priorities, .|n$l enentation schedul es and
?rOJ ect descriptionsare presentedin Tablel1l. Anillustration of
he percent contribution of each recommeded. project to the whole
mtigation planis presented in Figure 2.

Costs were estimted for each recomended project and
presented by category (e.g. advance design, inplenentation,
mai ntenance ‘and nonitoring) and for the Iife of the project
(Tables 8 and 9).  For projects recommendi ng acqui stion, either
by conservation easement or fee-title, a cost range estimateswere

presnted. A summry Of the total estinated costs (or ranges) for
each project 1 s given bel ow

Total Estimated

Proi ect Cost (1984 dol |l ars)
Wi te-tailed Deer 8, 375,00
Mil e Deer 4,275,000
Bi ghorn Sheep 3,260, 00
GQ1zzly Bear 490, 000
Rver Qter/
Aquatic Furbearers 565, 000
Col unbi an Sharp-tailed
G ouse 2,050,000 to 3,166,060
Vit er f ow 2,703,750 to 10,815, 060
Bal d Eagl e 240, 000
TOTAL 21,958, 750 t o 31,136,120
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Table 1ll. Summary of re ecommendedildlife mitigation projects, priorities, schedules, locations and cooperators for the Libby
hydroelectricopret.
Implementation
Time~Frame
Projact Priority (ysars) Maintenance Scheduls Locations Coogaratora

Maintain and enhance 1.1 0-3 Periodic for the life Project area selected Private timber companies,
32,615 acres of white- of the project according to priocities Montana Dept. of State Lands
tailed deer winter in Table 4 U.8. Forest Service
range,

Enhance 11,600 acres 1,2 0-3 Periodic for the life KootenaiNa’> onal Kootenai National Porest
of bighocn sheep of the project Forest Lands
winter/spring range
adjacent to Lake
Koocanusa

Enhance 13,400 acres 1.3 0-3 Periodic for the life Kootenai National Kootenai National Forest
of mule deer wintec/ of the project Porest Lands
spring range adjacent
to Lake Koocanusa

Acquire, by conservation 2.1 0-5 No maintenance Tobacco River Valley Private landowners
easemant or fee-title,

3,116 acres of Columbian
Sharp~tailed grouse
habitat.

Identify mitigation 2.2 0-S Indefinite Northwest Montana Montana Dept. PFish,
opportunities for Wildlife and Parks
river otter and other
aquatic furbearers

Aoquire, by conservation 2.3 0~ No maintenance Acquisitions selected in U.8. Pish and wildlife
easerent or fee-title, Flathead Valley Service
wetland habitats according to potential

projects displayed in
Table 5.

Identify mitigation 3.1 0-10 Indefinite Cabinet Yaak/Notthern U.S. Pish and Wildlife
opportunities for Continental Divide Service
grizzly bear Ecosystem

Maintain and enhance 3.2 0-10 Periodic for the Lake Koocanusa Kootenal National Forest

bald eagle nesting and
habitat adjacent to
Lake Koocanusa

life of the project




- V. LITERATURE CITED

Canpbel |, R B 1972, Eval uation of big gane habitat inprovenent.
Nont ana Dept. of Fish and Game, Game Div. Rept., Proj. 5339.

1973. Eval uation of bi g gane habitat i nprovenent,
Jul'y 1, 1971-June 30, 1972. Montana Dept. Fish and Gane, in
cooperation with U S Arny Corps of Engineers, Contract No.
DACW67-71~C-0002.  43pp.

_ __, and K G Knoche. 1974, Evaluation of big gane
hela ta ngc»erm, July 1, 1972-June 30, 1973. Montana Dept.
Fi sh and Gane, Annual Rept., in cooperationw th the US Arny
corps of Engineers, Contract No. DAOW67-71-C-0002. 45pp.

Gaham P., RPenkal, S MMllin, P. Schladweiler, H Mys,
V. Rigs and RW Kl aver. 1981. Mont ana reconmendations for
fishandwldife proogpam 123 pp & appendices.

Knoche, KG 1974. Evaluatin of big gane habitat inprovenent.
July 1, 1973 - June 30, 1974. Montana Dept. Fish and Gane,
Annual Rep., In coRE)eratlon with the US. Arny Corps of
Engineers.  Contract No. DaCW67-71-C-0002.

. _, and G W Brown, 1975. Hvaluation of big gane

habitat inprovenment, July 1, 1974-June 30, 1975. Montana Dept.

FHsh and Gine, Gane Mange. Div., Annual Rept. in cooperation

\(I)Moto 2 U. 3{:;; Arny Cor ps of Engi neers. Contract No. DACW67-71-C-
. 38pp.

Oendorff, R R RS. Mtronic, and M W Call. 1980. Raptor
management.. the state of the art in 1980. pp 468-523 in
R M DeGaff and N G Tilgham  Wrkshop proceedings:
Managenent of western forests and gTrassIands or non-game
birds. US. DA Forest Service. Gen. Tech. Rep. |NT-86.

Yde, C. A and A Qsen. 1984, Wldlife inpact assessment and
summary of previous mtigation related to hydroelectric
rojects in Mntana; Vol ume- - Libby Dam Project. Mntana

pt. FHsh, Widlife and parks rept. 91 pp & appendi ces.

50




APPEND X A



May 31, 1983

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF FISH, WILDLIFE, AND PARXS

MITIGATION GUIDELINES

Wien mitigatiop_as provided by |awis proposed for devel opment projects, the
Montana Department of Fish, WIldlife, and Parks shall request funding fromthe

devel oper, or appropriate agency, to conduct those studi es neessary to
determne inpacts of the devel opment on fish and wildlife and their habitat and
to devel op a project specific mtigation plan.

WILDLIFE SECTION

The principle objectiveof the nitigationplan shall be to nmitigatewi thin the
project area inpacts towildlife and to conpensate for aninal | osses attributable
tothe devel opment project. The plan shall identify nmeasures towintain popul a-
tions of affected species. The plan shall prescribe appropriate neasures to
docunent the inplenentation of the mtigationpackage, to monitor wildlife response
to those neasures, and to dcument the sufficiency of nitigation.

The Montana Departnent of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks shall request funding fromthe

devel oper, or the appropriate agency, to inplement, nonitor.and docunent the nit-
i gation nmeasures prescribed in the mtigation plan.

Selection of mtigationmeasures for terrestrial speciesshall be determni ned by
the following criteria:

A. The mtigation objective shall be to raplace. on an aninal for
ani ml basis, aninmal |osses attributable to the devel opnent pro-
ject and co ensurethe replacement of |ost animal production into

the future. This objective may be nodified according tothis
priority:

1. Toreplace, on an animal for animal basis, animal |osses
specifically attributable to the devel opnent project.

2. To replace, on an aninal forani ml basis, sone of the

animal |osses and an appropriate equivalent of aninmals of
other speci es.

3. To replace, on an animal for aninmal basis. an appropriatew
equi val ent of other species.

B. Mtigation neasures:

1. The highest priority shall be assigned Lothe devel opment and
i mpl enent ation of neasures t o enhance wildlife habitat on | and
owned by othu agencie, corporations, or individualswthout
the Department acquiring managenent authority to those |ands.

| npl ement ati on of enhancement measures shall be dependent upon

cooperative agreenments with the appropriate | and .rmna%rrent
agencies and a |l and al l ocation canpatiblewith mtigation ob-

jectives. The Departnment shal | request funding for inplenenta-
tion of those neasures, including operation and mai ntenance for



the life of the devel opment project, and, when appropriate
resear ch end devel opnent of enhancement neasures.

2. If the Departnent cannot negoti at eagreenents t o inpl ement
enhancenent neasures on |ands in otherowershipwithin a
reasonabl e time, thenthe Departnent shall attenpt toacquire
managenent aut hority over | ands i dentifiedinthe mtigation
plan. Acquisition of nanagnent authority by conservation
easenent. when appl i cabl e. shall have priorityover acquisition
by feetitle fromwllingsellers. Lands to be acquiredshall
be determ ned by priorities established by this policy, wile
procadurea for acquisition shall be consistent with principles
outliuedinthe Department' s statew de habitat acquisition
policy. The Departnent shall devel op a nanagnenet pl an f or
acquired lands. Tha Departnent shall request the devel oper,
or the appropriate agency, to acquire the lands and to provide
fundi ng for devel opment of the managnent plan, research and
devel opment appropriate to the managenent of those | ands, and
ongoi ng operation and mai ntenance of those | ands.

3. On new Eroj ects the Department shal | request that nitigation
l'ands be acquired at the same time as other project lands and
be included I n basic project costs.

C Thelocation of mitigation projects shall be consistent with the
mtigation objectives, and be deternined according to the follow ng
priority:

1. Imediate vicinity of the devel opment project or within the
aunaul range of the species affected.

2. Whtin the county (or within a 50-nile radius) of the devel op-
nment project.

3. Wthin the correspondi ng Departnment of Fish, Wldlife, and Parks
administrative region.

4, Wthin Mntana.

D. Mtigationneasures shall feature those species identifiedin Section
A-l, 2 or 3, consistent with the mitigation objective. Those species
shal | have priority at all projects withinlocationpriorities Section
g-CldRPZ' and 3. Thereafter, features species shall be determ ned by

Deci sions regardi ng acceptance Or rejection of proposed nitigation recomrenda-
tions shall be made with full publicknowedge, input, and review.

Approved by:

Date:
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Appendi x B Big ?nae habi tat mani pul ations and mtigatoin credit

for the Libby Damproject.

Acres Mitigation

Draipage =~ Treatment Treated Credit

Young Cr eek Slash/Burn 100 12.5

Young @ eek Thinning and Seed 4%

Tool ey Lake Thinning 78

D_ogge Creek Scarification & Seed 1702 24.3

S mons Dr aw Logging & Broadcast Burn 770 192.5

Si mon Draw Broadcast Burn 188

Boul der Creek Broadcast Burn 451

B g Oreek Logging & Broadcast Burn 670 167.5

B g Oeek Broadcast Burn 320°

Little N Fork Broadcast Burn 42

Eureka. Thinning 50

Phills Lake Thinning 26

Camp 32 Broadcast Bum 474

Sutton Creek Broadcast Burn 250

MQuire Creek Logging & Broadcast Burn 8169 204

Rocky Gorge Broadcast Burn 127

Allen Gulch Broadcast Burn 210

Ten Mle Oeek  Broadcast Burn 439

Peach Qul ch Broadcast Burn 90

Ziegl er Face Broadcast Burn 490

Five M |e Creek  Broadcast Burn 50

Canyon Creek Broadcast Burn 90

Canyon Creek Thinning —200 —

Total Big Gane 6,596° 600. 8

Tod ey Lake Canebi rd Habit at 20 20

Arnol ds Pond Ganebi rd Habitat 10 10

Dodge Creek Ganebi rd Habi tat 13 13

QthorpLake Nest Bxes 100 20

PhillsLake Nest Boxes 14 2.8

Total Véterfow 157 65.8

a IQ%E acreage was funded by US Forest Service dollars after

b ﬁoproxi mat el y188 acres of thistreatnentwas funded by the
W Forest Service after 1974 equal ing 37.6 acres of credit.

¢ ﬁpgroxi rns\telé/e 320 acres of this treatnent was funded by the
. S. Forest Service afte 1974 equaling 64.0 acres of credit.

d /l-)oproxi rnattelgée 482 acres of thistreatmentwas funded by the
. S. Forest Service after 1974 equal i ng 120.5 acres of crédit.

e

The treatments funded by U S. Forest Service dollars were
i ncluded where projects were closely related to pre-1974
mtigation projects.
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APPENDIX C.  Derivation of estimted cost projections (1984
dol lars) for advance design, inplenentation, main-
tenance, and rmmtonnE_ requirenents for 8 wildife
I{/nbt|gat|on projects, Libby hydroelectric project,

nt ana.

C1 Wite-tailed Deer Project
(To enhance/ manage winter reange on 32,615 acres)

Advam nceDesi gn: Estimated Cogl{ S

5 years to undertake design, planning,
coordination, animal and vegetation
[0 0 T8 o T o 400, 000

Implementation:
\egetatoin treatnents, paynents for

revenue | osses at $25/acie @115, 000 ac
at rate of 600 ac/year Qver first 25 years. . 1,875,000

Maintenance:

Repeat ed vegetation treatnents or paynents
every 25 years at rate of 600 ac/year for

next ‘75 years . . . . .. ... 5,625, 000
Monitoring:

For 95 years at $5,000/year . . . . . . . . . 475,000
TOTAL. . . . e e e 8, 375, 000




C.2 Mul e Deer Project
(to enhance/ manage wi nt er range on 13, 400 acres)

Advance Design: Estimated Cost $

3 to 5 years to design, plan and .
coordi nate project; vegetatin and ani nal

monitoing...................... 300, 000
Implementation:
Repeated treatnents on 7,000 ac at $125/ac a
- for 25years (280 ac/year). . . . . . . .. 875, 000
Mai nt enance:

Repeated treatnments on 7,000 ac at $I25/ac
every 25 years (280ac/year) for 3rotations 2,625 000

Monitoring:
For 95 years at $S,00Qyear . . . . . . . . 475, 000
TOTAL. . .. e 4,275,000

Represents an average cost for all treatments including such
activities as broadcast burning, slashing, nechanical
equi pment clearing, planting etc. over a wde variety of
seasaons and condi tions.




C.3 Big Horn Sheep Project
(Toenhancew nter/springrangeon 11,600 ac)

Advance Design: Estimated Cost §

3 years to desi n(%, plan and

coodi nate project; vegetatoin

and animal nonitoring. . . .. .. ... 300, 000
| npl enent at i on:

To treat 4,350 ac at $125/ac a over

25 years (174 aclyear) . . . . . . . . . .. 543, 750

Construction of travel corridors. . . . . . 100, 000

Qther treatments (USFS). . . . . . . . . .. 200, 000
Maintenance:

Regeat ed treatments on 4,350 ac at

$125/ac X 174 X BYEHES ...ocvvveeeneannnnn. 1,631,250
Moni t oring:

For 97 years at $5,000/year. . . . . . . . . __485.000
TOTAL. . ... e 3,260, 000

a RePresents an average cost for all treatments including such
activities as broadcast burning, slashing, clearing wth
nechani cal equi pment, planting etc. overavari et yof seasons
and condi tions.




C.4 Gizzly Bear (Inproved managenent)

Advance Desi gn: Estimated Cost $

| nvesti gati onsrecomendations,

coordination for 3 years at $80, 000/ year.. . 240, 000
Implementation:

Applicatoin of recomendation. . . . . . . 250, 000
Maintenance:

None. « « - « « « e e e e o e s e s e e e 02
Monitoring:

N oOomne ... . uennnnn 0
TOTAL ot 490, 000

&  Costs and responsibilities to be assuned by the Montana
Department of Fish, Wldlife and Parksor ot her entities.




C5 Rver Oter/Aquatic Furbearers
(I'nproved popul ationand habitat nanagenent)

Advance Design: Estimated Cost
Investigations, recommendations,
coodi nation for 3 years at $105, 000/ year . 315, 000

| mpl ement at i on:

Adicadaind recomacHtias.................. 250, 000
Maintenance

None. . ... ... . ... .. ...... 02
Monitoring:

None. . ........ . ... ...... 02
TOTAL. . .. s 565, 000

@ costs and resonsibilities to be assuned by Montana Depart nent
of Fish, Wldlife and Parks or other entities.




C. 6 Col unbi an Sharp-tailed G ouse _ _
(Acquisitionof 3,116 acres d ocaya es sherp-taled
grouse habitat in Tobaacco R veval | ey)
Advance Design: Estimated Cost $

Habi tat inventory; indentification and
sel ection |ands; | andowner contacts,

negotiations, legal and consultant fees... 50, 000
Implementation:

Acquire 3,116 ac of habitat at 1,000/ ac . 3,116, 00

or

Acquire 3,116 ac of habitat via

conservation easenent at $642/ac . . . . . 2,000, 000
Maintenance:

None................... 0
Monitoring:

None . .. .......c0iiviven.. 0
TOTAL. . ... 2,050, G0

to
3,166,000

@  (stsandresponsibilities to be assuned by Montana Depart ment
of Fish, Wldlife and Parks.




C. 7 Waterfow éAc ui si ti on/ enhancement of 4, 326 acres of prine

wet | ands- Fl at head Val | ey)

Advance Design: Estimated Cost $
NOME « ¢« o o o o ¢ o o o o s s o o o o oo 02

Implementation:

Acquisition of 4,326 acres of prine

wetland at $2,500/ac . . . . . . . .. .. 10, 815, 000
or

Acquisition of 4, 326 acres of prine

wetland at $625/ac . . . . . . prive 2,703, 750
Maintenance:

None. ... ... ... .. ....... oP
Monitorings

NONE ¢ « o ¢ « o« o o o o o o o o o ¢ o o = ________Jf’
TOTAL. . . e e e 2,703,750

to
10,815,000

a Costs and responsibilities to be assumed by U 'S Fish and
WIldlife Serviceincooperationw th Mntana Department of
Fi sh, Wl dlifeandParKks.

Costs and responsibilities to be assumed by US. Fish and
Widlife Serviceor otherentities.




C8 Bald Eagl e/Ospre%r _
(Minagenent of reed ng habitat on Lake Koocanusa)
Advance Design: Estimated Cost $
Hai btat use investigations,

reconmendati ns, coordi nati onf or
3 years at$80,000/year. . . . . . . . . . . 100, 000

I mpl ementation:

Devel oprent of site-specific nanagenent

recommendations................. 140, 000
Maintenance:

None. . ... .. ... ... ... 02
Monitoring:

None . . . . . ., 02
TOTAL. . . ... e e e e . 240, 000

@  Responsibilities to beassumed by U S. Forest Service in
cooperation with Mntana Departnent of Fish, Wldlife and
Parks AND U.S. Fish and Wldlife Service.
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LI ST CF ADDRESSEES “y 7 77
Hungry Hor se/ Li bby M tigation Pl ans "‘o,_.,q :
bl
M. Janes Flynn, Director M. Robert Hensler
Attention: NI. John Mundinge Fl at head National For est
Mont ana Departnent of Fish, P. O Box 147
Wldlife, and Parks Kal i spell, Mntana 59901
1420 East Sixth Avenue
Hel ena, Montana 59620 M. Thrunan H Trosper, Chairnan
Fl at head Basin C&rnnhss an
M. John Wod, Field Supervisor Rt 1, Box 43
U S Fishand Uldlife Service Ronan, Montana 59864
Ecol ogi cal Services
Federal Building, Room 3035 M. Pam Barrow
316 North 26th Street Fish and Wldlife Coordinator
Billings, Mntana 59101 Pacific Northwest Utilities
Conference Conm ttee
M. Don Barschi, Coodi nator 520 sw Sixth Avenue, Suite 505
Fish and Wl dlife Program Portland, Oregon 97204
U.S. Forest Service
P.O Box 7669 Hr. Joe Fel sman, Chariman
M ssoul a, Montana 59007 Confederated Salish and Koot enai Tribes
of the Flathead Indian Reservation
M. Mrtin Mntgonmery P.O Box 278
W dlife Coordinat or Pabl o, Mntana 59855
Nort hwest Power M anni ng Couci |
St at ehouse Ms. Amelia Trice, Chairwonan
Boi se, | daho 83720 Koot enai Tribal Council
P. 0. Box 1002

H. George Robertson, General Bonners Ferry, | daho 83805

Attention: M. B Mins, NPD PL--ER
U S. Any Corps of Engineers

North Pacific Division

P. 0. Box 2870

Portland, Oregon 97208

H. Al an Christensen
Koot enai Nati onal Forest
Route 3, Box 700

Li bby, Montan 59923

M. WIliamLloyd, Reganrd Director
Attention: Hr. D. Wodworth

Bureau of Recl anation

550 st Fort Street

P. 0. Box 043

Bose, |daho 83724

JMeyer:ay (Wp-PJS-4550N. 4549N)



Hel ena, Montana
Decenber 17, 1984

M. Jim Meyer o .

Bonnevi | I e " Power Adm nistration SEM A 1353
PCB 3621 fe
Portland, Oegon 97208 : ey,
Dear Jim

The Mntana Departnent of Fish, WIldlife and Parks has conpl eted

the wildlife inpact assessments and mtigation plan for the Libby
hydroel ectric project. The mtigation plan presents eight reconmended
wldlife projects. If inplementeéd, these_PrOJects woul d acconplish
sufficient mtigation for the losses of wildlife and wildlife habitats
attributable to Libby Dam

Qur process was conprehensive and responsive to the Colunbia Basin
Fish and Wldlife program under the Northwest Power Act of 1980.

Each selected project benefits several wldlife species. GCenerally,
habi tat enhancement will occur in close proximty to Libby Dam an

on |ands owned by other cooperating entities. Acquisitions were
sPemfled only when other alternatives were not feasible. Preparation
of both the inpact assessnment and the mtigation plan was closely
coordinated with the other responsible nanagenent agencies.

W belive that this plan is an innovative approach to wildlife
mtigation. Most of the proloosed projects are considerably nore cost
effective than acquisition alternatives. Yet, they should produce
greater wildlife benefits to be maintained for the'life of the project.

| support adoption of the mtigation plan for Libby hydroelectric
Bro ects. | also commt the Mntana Departnent of Fish, Wldlife and
arks to fully cooperate with the inplementation of this plan.

Sincerely,

W
s W. Flynn
ctor



JAN O 2 7235

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH avo WILDLIFE SERVUCE

Feders] B anac Nose 3035

316 North 26th Street e gy
N REPLY REFER TO: Billings, Montana 59101- 1396 N, .
s‘){ep 1965
ES December 27, 1984 P,
P)e

Mr. James R. Meyer

Wi Idlife Program Area Manager
Bonnevill Power Administration
P.O. Box 3621

Portland, Oreegon 97208

Dear Mr Meyer:

We have received the following documents from you for formal review:
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Plan for Libby Hydroelectric
Project” and "Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Plan for Hungry
Horse Project . " In addition, Messrs. Larry Lockard and Ray Washtak
represented the Fish and Wildlife Service at a meeting concerning these
reports on December 18, 1984, and also met on December 19, 1984, with
Ms. Gael Bissell to discuss the reports.

The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) concurs with the reported findings
of the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks (MDFRWP) Full
implementation of the subject plan should provide equitable mitigation
and wildlife-related losses at the Libby and Hungry Horse facilities.

The FWS intends to activel y cooperate with MDPAWP to assi st in
implementation of these mitigation plans.

Sincerly,

Field Supervisor
Ecol oglical Services

cc: Director, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks,
Helena, MT

Forest Supervisor, Kootenai National Forest, Libby MT
Forest Supervisor, Flathead National Forest, Kalispell, MT
District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, Portland, OR
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Boise, ID
Regional Director, USFWS, Denver, CO (HR)
Larry Lockard, NMVRAC Kalispell, Ml



JAN 0 2 25

United States Forest Kootenai NF RR 3, Box 700
Department of Serv ice Libby, MT 59923
Agricu | ture

Reply to: 2610

Date: Dec. 28, 1984

Bonneville Power Administration i;’:fc:;-l,-;,n
PO Box 3621, PJS =
Portland, Oregon 97208 AN

ATTN: J im Meyer

Dear J im;

Following are our comments on "Wi Idl ife and WI idl ife Habitat Mitigation
Plan for Llbby Hydroelectric Project, November 1984";

(1) Page 15, table 4: Suggest adding a column on far right which
lists the percent of complete mitigation accomplished by each entry.
For example, does item 1 (Fisher River) account for all or part of

mitigation and what combinations of the proposals would achieve
mitigation?

(2) Page 43, table 9: “Weight deer: should be "whitetail deer".

(3) Appendix 8. As you recall from our discussion in Kalispell, we
are concerned about the dismissal of benefits provided by spring
burns. Since no credit is given in appendix B for spring burns,
inferance suggests that spring burns are not valid proposals. We
feel strongly that spring burns are valid and that their effects
have been well documented. As | recall, we agreed that inclusion of
strictly Forest Service burns in this table is confusing and should
be deleted. For the remaining spring burns | would suggest a clear
statement that spring burns done with mitigation money were not
documented as improving range conditions but that spring burns are a
val id technique. Without this clarity, there will be a potential
challenge for all spring burn proposals in future mitigation.

(4) In all appendix ¢ advance design costs, there is no consistency
between apparent FTE costs and no clear explanation why not. Given
the extent of money invol ved, | feel a much more well defined cost
breakdown Is needed in the advance design portion.

(5) Page C-6; the total cost for this project is stunning. This is
particularly true when the qualltative loss is estimated as low and
the species is basically a relict at this time. | feel that

sharptail grouse are indicative of a very Important habitat that was
partially flooded and Is further threatened In the Eureka area, but



@

I am not comfortable with label ing losses at the figure used
strictly in terms of sharptai | grouse.

Generally, the document reads well. | am concerned at the overal | cost
and wonder how well that will set with administrators, but also
recognize that total elimination of any habitat is costly. Please call
if you have any questions.

Alan G. Christensen >
Forest Wildlife Biologist



JAN 17 1985
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

NORTH PACIFIC DIVISION CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 2870
PORTLAND, OREGON 97208-2870

REPLY TO January 14, 1985

ATTENTION. OF;

OConstruction-Operations Division

M. James R Meyer

Wlidife Program Area Manager
Bonnevi | | e Pover Adm ni stratoi n
P, 0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97288

Dear M. Meyer:

Below are our comments on the

Hildlife and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation
Plan for Li droelectric Project tment i
Wrdrife and l_!fgs. Qher _gomlrg%ts wpf_fp%'éedr%i H‘é’d Ei elr)efﬁfs year°%|u1r?|1#§'
the public period established for Libby By the Northwest Fower H anni ng

Gouncil.
~ TheU S. Any (ers of Engineers cannot endor se or rt wildlife
mtigationfor Libby Project at anestimted cost of 21 to 31m|llion

dol lars. V& feel that part of the reason for the hight mtigation cost is the
attenpt toincorporatetoo many speciesintothe mtigationconcept. My of
the species identified do not appear in the original authorization.

The hi storical record presented in themtigation plan for Libby appears
to be accurate in what is stated. However, sane of the informtion needs to
be emphasize. Wldlife mtigationat Libby was authorized under Public Law
93-251 as a |l and acquistion action for up to 12,000 acres at a fixed cost not
to exceed2 mlliondol | ars. This mtigation strategyresul t edi nt he
acquisition of 2,444 acres and the total expendituréof the authorized funds.
The land acqui red for nntlg%atom was transferred in fee title to Montana

e

Departnment of Fsh, WIdife and Parks. The state assuned the operations and
mal nt enancer esponsi bi | i tyfor those |ands.

The ani nal species identified in the original suporting docunentation for
t hecongr essi onal authori zation toconduct wldlife mtigation neasuresat
Libby were: Wite-tailed deer, nule deer, bighorn sheep, elk, and moose. In
support of these bi g ganespecies, but apart Tromthe lands transferred in fee
t o Mntana Departnent of fish, Widife and Parks; the U S. Army Corps of
Engi neers, through a Memorandum of Understanding with the U S Forest
Service, funded the prescribed cutting and burning of about 7, 000 add tional
acres. Hnancd sugport ves provi Mt ama Cegartnent of Hsh, Wdife
ad Parks by the Qrps tononitor the results of the prescribed burns.




The esistinginfornation appears to ind cate a need fr intensi ve
nanagenent on sust ai ned basis for both the lands transferred in fee to
Mont ana and i n managmenent responsi bj || t}/_ on the UW Forest Service |ands.
i recormend, for _the fivespecies identitied intheoriginal mtigation
action, that t he Bonneville Power Administration; Mntana Departnent of Hsh,
Widife and Parks; the UW Forest Service, adthe Qxrps establish a
schedul e and attenpt to develop a plan that will support viable popul ations of
white-tail ed deer, nule deer, bighorn sheeop el, and noose overthelifeof
the project. The source of funding and the use of existing or new agreenents
shoul d be discussed and incorporated 1nto that plan.

- W donot believe the other 23 species identified in teh Mntana plan for
Li bby wer e ever sel ectedas mtigationtargetsintheoriginal documentation..
recommended that these 23 species be clarified in the Colunbia R ver Basin
fishand Widlife Han for Mntana as good stewardship speci es under the

t addressed in the Regronal Fower Act, e Speci es
l g%d eagle
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B0 005, GHT €Ey).
& f [ bj extives presented for these Speci es
inthe resElectnvefeder al and staf managenent’ plans be incorporated into
Qucil'sHshad Widife Ran, Wing a stevardshi p aproach, eac
agency (Boreville Pover Admnistration; of Reclanation Fsh and
Wldlife Service; Forest Service; Mntana Departnent & Fish, Wildlife and
Parks, Ntional Park Servcie, and UW Any Gxps of Egineers) canthen
Pur seu funding the managnent acceptabl e to that entity under %ood st ewar dshi p
hr ough nor mal’ budget ar’y channel spursuart t o t he Pacific Nort hwest El ectric

Power P anni ng and Conservat i on Act.

V\eapEreci ate havingthe gportuityto conment onthewldlife mtigation
plan for Libby.

Sincerely,

SErts

James R.
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Deputy Division Engineer



